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Chlorine Policy
Deadline: June 5. 2006

Ms. Son Her, Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board

Executive Office

1001 ] Street, 24th Floor

Sacramento, California 95814

Via e-mail: commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov,
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Subject: Comments on the April 2006 “Draft Total Res: tme and Chlorine-
Produced Oxidants Policy of California”

Dear Ms. Her:

Tri- TAC (a technical advisory group that represents over 95% of the sewered population in the
State through our sponsoring associations, the League of California Cities, the California
Association of Sanitation Agencies and the California Water Environment Association), the
California Association of Sanitation Agencics (CASA), the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies
(BACWA)), the Southern California Alliance of POTWs (SCAP), and the Central Valley Clean
Water Agencies (CVCWA) would like to thank the State Water Resources Control Board
members and staff for the process that has been used during this challenging effort to develop a
statewide Policy for chlorine residual. We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the April
2006 “Draft Total Residual Chlorine and Chlorine-Produced Oxidants Policy of California”
(April 2006 Draft Policy). This significant regulatory initiative continues to be of high interest to
POTWs throughout the State, who use chlorine and its derivatives to disinfect our effluent in
order to meet our public health and water quality mandates.

Tri-TAC, CASA, BACWA, SCAP, and CVCWA represent wastcwater agencies throughout
California who collectively treat over 2 billion gallons of wastewater each day and serve over
95%, of the sewered population in the State.

Our members have followed this proposed policy since it was first released in preliminary draft
form. We have had many discussions with State Water Board staff regarding this proposed
policy, always looking for the path to ensure that the State can meet its obligation to regulate the
local clean water agencies with the goal of protecting California’s water resources. We have
provided to State Water Board staff the expertisc of the laboratory and water quality experts at
our respective agencies, these too are professionals who are dedicated to protecting California’s
water resources.

We have also contracted with EMA, a firm that specializes in control system technologies, to
give us expert analysis regarding the potential of monitoring devices to meet the criteria set forth
in the April 2005 Draft Policy. A copy of the report provided by EMA is attached to this letter.




We support the overall goal of the policy to limit the discharge of residual chlorine and chlorine-
produced oxidants to receiving waters. We do not object to the use of EPA criteria for
establishing water quality objectives for chlorine residual. Nevertheless we have significant
concerns as described below.

We have reviewed the April 2006 Draft Policy and find there are a number of arcas remaining
where, consistent with our earlier comments, we believe compliance is simply not feasible.
While some in the POTW community continue to question the need for this policy given the
many regulatory and water quality challenges ahead of us, there does not appear to be any
agency that can support the adoption of a policy that contains these overly prescriptive
provisions that are not possible to comply with given currently available technology. We are
concerned that if the April 2006 Draft Policy is adopted in its current form, wastewater treatment
agencies throughout California will be in continuous jeopardy for non-compliance and associated
mandatory fines and exposure to third party litigation.

A discussion of our specific areas of concern follows below.

1. Monitoring Requirements.

With respect to the specific monitoring requirements, it is our position they are not achievable.
This position is based on actual experience with continuous monitoring systems as well as on-
information provided to us by EMA. EMA conducted an evaluation of the April 2006 Draft
Policy with respect to the continuous monitoring requirement. A copy of the EMA report is
attached to this letter. Based on information provided in the report as well as dircct experience
as reported by member agencies, specific aspects of the specifications for which we believe
compliance is not possible have been identified. There aspects are:

. The required limit of detection is not achievable. The level of detection specified in the
April 2006 Draft Policy is 1ug/L. According to the EMA report, for a wastewater matrix,
“practical limits of the Jowest concentrations that can be accurately measured are
approximately 50 to 200 ug/L” —and thatisin a laboratory versus actual field
environment. These detection limits are on the order of 50 to 200 times that specified in
the April 2006 Draft Policy.

In addition, while we understand several wastewater treatment agencies in California
currently use continuous monitoring devices to measure total residual chlorine, the
detection limits realized in the field are far above those mandated in the draft policy.

b. The required accuracy is not achievable. The level of accuracy for continuous
monitoring analyzers required to meet the criteria set forth in the April 2006 Draft Policy
is 1pg/L.. With respect to the objectives provided in the April 2006 Draft Policy (c.g., 11
ng/L, 13 ug/L, and 19kg/L), this level of accuracy is necessary in order to distinguish
readings of 10 ug/L from 11 pg/L, 12 pg/L from 13 pg/L, 18 ug/L from 19 pg/L, and so
forth. As indicated in the EMA report, “most chlorine analyzers have standard ranges of
0-2 or 0-5 mg/L, the accuracy is +/- 40 pg/L to 250 pug/L.” '
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